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The Penny with the Name of Rodbertus IV. ajferted 
to Robert Duke of Normandy ; and other Matters 
relative to the Englifh Coinage occafionally difeuffed. 
By the Rev. Mr. Pegge. In a Leter to Dr. Wil- 
liam Hunter. 

Read at the Society of AsTKiyARiEs June 25, 1768. 

S I R, 

F ROM the mode of proceeding obferved by the Society of 
Antiquaries in regard to their publications, it is evident, 
that they have no objection to reviewing any paper in the Ar- 
chaeologia, either for the purpofe of correding errors, or the 
further illuftration of the fubjed. 

The right appropriation of that curious and very elegant 
penny, which bears the name and title of Rodbertvs iv. and 
concerning which fome doubts have arifen amongft antiquaries 
refpeding its true proprietor, appears to me of no little confe- 
quence in regard to our Englifh feries, whether it ought to be 
placed immediately after the pennies of the two Williams, as 
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a Mr. Pegge on the Pemy with the Name e/'Rodbcrtus. 
belonging to Robert duke of Normandy, eldeft foil of the Con- 
queror, or degraded to the reign of king Stephen, by being 
afcribed to Robert, the warlike earl of Gloucefter. 

This valuable and mofl perfedt coin, of which there is another 
broken and much effaced fpecimen in the Pembrochian cabinet, 
was the property of the late Mr. Thorefby, who firft engraved 
it in his Mufcum. From his draught it is copied in the firll plate 
of thp Society’s tables of Englifh Silver Coins r al. Mr. 
Thorelby dclcribcs it thus: “ The prince on horleback, with a 
“ large (word in his hand : reverfe, a flower de lis in each quarter 
“ of a crofs fills the area; flowers, crcfcents. &c. in place alio of 
“ the infeription:” lie then afllgns it, without fcruple, to Duke 
Robert, in the following words: “ This piece of Robert, elded 
“ foil of William the Conqueror, was found anno 1634, at 
“ Catal near Wetherby, See." But the Society, in their plate, 
have introduced it after the coins of king Stephen, as if it ap- 
pertained to the earl of Gloucefter, bale brother of Maud the 
emprels, and the chief fupportcr of her party in her long contcft 
with Stephen. By a note, however, in the explanation, it is 
carried back to the duke of Normandy ; this being the laft and 
fettled judgement of the author of the explanation [£], and, in 
my opinion, a very jufl one. 

This notwithftanding, our late worthy treafurer Mr. Cole- 
brook (at the head of whole paper the piece is again engraved) 
efleems it a coin of the carl of Gloucefter, and endeavours to 
maintain and confirm his opinion [c]. What I propofe doing is, 
to examine with candour the weight of thofe reafons advanced 
by Mr. Colebrook in favour of his appropriation, and to (hew 
that the piece, with greater probability, may be thought the pro- 
perty of the duke of Normandy, as Mr. Thoreftry, Mr. Leake, 

[a] Strph. Martin Leake, efqiha* alfoengraved it. 

[i j Dr John Ward, at Dr. AnJrew Gifford. 

[r j Archaeologia, vol. IV. p. 132, 'feq. 

and 


Digitized by Google 


Mr. Pegce on the Penny with the Name e/'Rodbertus. 3 
and the annotator on the Society’s tables imagined. And whereas 
Mr. Colebrook, as appears to me, has committed fome capital 
miftakes in regard to certain other matters incidental to our num- 
mulary affairs, I thall, as 1 go on, endeavour to redlify thefe. 

Indeed as the lubjedf is of itfelf of a very confined nature, I 
would willingly make this memoir as extenfiveiy ufeful as 1 can, 
particularly in the nummulary walk. In this light, 1 flatter 
myftlf, it may prove peculiarly acceptable to you. Sir, whole 
cabinet, fincc the acquisition of our common friend Mr. Duane’s 
col'cdlion, ranks the foremofl in this kingdom, and has now 
pofllflion of the coin in queff ion, a faithful copy of which drawn 
and engraved by Mr. Bali re, is prefixed to this memoirj and I 
fhall be happy in not being difappointed in my expectations. 

Picnic to oblcrvc. Sir, 1 am here arguing from that type of the 
coin Mr. Colebrook has given us; we may fee a different face 
of things by and by. 

Mr. Colebrook’s firft obfervation is, “ Had it been coined by 
“ Duke Robert, it mull have been in the life time of one of his ♦ 

“ brothers, and, as he thought them ufurpers of his right, he 
“ would have afi'erted it, and called himlelf Rex, and not Dux-," 

I anfwer, not if the coin was flruck in Normandy, and belonged 
tq the duke’s fpecic current there. But fuppoiing it coined in 
England, at fome time when the duke was there, it would have 
been very abfurd for Robert to have Ailed himfelf Rex in the 
face of either of his brothers who were kings de facto ; and, 
jealous of him as they were, would never have born with an in- • 

fult of that kind. This objedlion is therefore invalid, and the 
more fo becaufe, as fhall be fhewn below, the penny was pro- 
bably fabricated in Normandy, for the ule of Robert’s fubjcCls 
there, in which cafe it would have been highly improper for 
him to have termed himfelf king. 

Mr. Colebrook, after dating that Duke Robert had been 
thrice in England, id, A. 1077. 2dly, A. not. and idly, A, 

1106, when he was brought thither a prifoncr, and died in con- 

A 2 fi .ement, * 
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finement, obfcrves, “ By the above account, it Teems evident, 
“ that Robert duke of Normandy had no opportunity of coin- 
“ ing any money in England.” Now Duke Robert was fix or 
feven times in England, and Tome of his voyages for two or 
three months together [</]; To that upon Mr. Colebrook’s fup- 
pofition, that princes in thefe times carried their minters along 
with them [e], Duke Robert had certainly opportunity of flrik- 
ing money here. But as I propofe to combat this notion here- 
after, I fhall only reply here, that the piece was probably coined 
in- Normandy, and brought hither in Tome of his vifits. He 
was twice concerned in military expeditions into Scotland, and 
it is extremely obvious to imagine, that the piece might be 
dropt near IV ether by, either by himfelf or Tome perfott of his re- 
tinue, in one of his marches northward. 

I shall here give my reafons for thinking the piece was 
minted in Normandy. Firft, It is totally different from all our 
Englifh coins, from the Norman conqueft till the death of the 
earl of Gloucefler, A. J147, not one of thefe exhibiting the 

[</] A. 1077. his fadin' brought him hither, and feat him on a military expe- 
dition into Scotland. Sim. Dunelm. col. 977. HoveJcn, p. 458. M. Wcftm. 
p. 228, &c. 

A 1091. Hi ca nc hiihrr in Auguft and (laid till near Chriflmas, accompanying 
hit brother Rufus into ScodanJ. Chrun. Sax. p. 197, fiij. Flor. Vig. p. 644. 
M. Paiis, p. ifi. M. Wtftm. p. 252. lloveden, p. 4(12. Hen. Hunt. p. 379, &c. 

A. iioi. Hi invaded his brother Henry with force, and fluid in England from 
Aug. i, to Michaelmas, M. Pads, p. 58, Eadmer, p 49. Gul. Malmfbury, 
p. 156. Chrun. Sax. p. 2^9. IV. Gemet. p.675. Old. Viralis, p. 788, #tc. 

A. 1102, or 110 J. Malmfbury, p. 136. Sim. Dun. col. 228. Rad. dc Di- 
cero, col. 499. H. Hunt. p. 378. Chton. Sax. 21 1. Hovcdcn, p. 470. M. 
Paris, p. J9, fee. 

A 1 105, or 1 106. Sim. Dun. col. 229.* Cbron. Sax. p. 213. M. Paris, p. 6t. 
H. Hunt, p. 379. Flor. Vig. p. 652. Cbron. Mailros. p. 163. Annal. Warerl. 

p. 143- 

A. 1107. He was brought hither a prifonir Sim. Dun. col, 230. Hovcdcn, 
p. 271, sVc. 

[#] See Mr. Colebrook, p. 138, 139. 

, . prince 
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prince on horfeback as this penny does. It the more probably 
was of Norman workmanship, becaule equeftrian figures on feals, 
witnefs that of Odo bifhop of Baicux and earl of Kent [_/"], and 
thofe in Sandford, in the Norman dyuafly [$], appear to have 
come to us from that country. It is more particularly obferva- 
ble, that the feals of William earl of Flanders, fon of our duke, 
a Norman unconne&ed with England, exhibit him likewife on 
horfeback [A]. This fecms entirely to have been a foreign mode 
fince Alan Fergent, Britan'wrum Dux, ufed the fame form on 
his feal [/]. However, it is ti c Norman reprefentarion of our 
kings. Whereupon give me leave to obferve, that though the 
coins of Duke Robert might vary from the ufual types of the 
Englifh coinage, thofe of the earl of Gloucefter, we may depend 
upon it, would not. This, Sir, is a conclufive argument in 
rcfpccl of Mr. Colebrook, whatever it may be as to others, fince, 
fpeaking of a penny of king Henrv II, when duke, he writes, 
“ It is mod likely that Henry brought a minter with him who 
“ ftruck this coin, it being more elegant and in a better ta/ie than 
“ anv of the preceding or lubfequent reigns [A].”' 

2 dly, 1 advance, that as the effigy is in armour wearing a 
peaked helmet [/], head-pieces of this form belong to the time 
of Duke Robert [/«], and were much uled ill Normandy, whence 

[/] Arclucoltvjia, vol. I. p. 356. 

[ ^] See alfo the feals of Henry II. in Sandford. 

[A] Sandford, p. 17. 

[/) Gale, Honor de Richmond. 

[*] Mr. Colebrook, p. 139. 

[/] The annotators on the Society’s tables call it a mantle % but this docs not feem 
to fuit with armour. — It is a helmet with a lambrequin flowing from it. See the 
tomb of Aymcr dc Valence, earl of Pembroke, 1 323, in Weflminfler abbey. 

[m] Seethe coins of Edward the Con eflor in Sir A. Fountaine’s tables; the 
Norman fides ol the broad feals of William I. and II. Henry I. and William carl 
of Flanders, inSand.ord, 

I infer. 
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I infer, that if it be his money, it was probably coined in Nor- 
mandy. 

3 clly, Mr. Colcbrook admits above [»], that the final letters 
of the legend iv, are. intended to expreis Dux , and indeed they 
can mean nothing elfe, comes or conjul departing too far from the 
dudl of the letters. But furcly. Sir, this term neceflarily fixes 
the coin to the Duke of Normandy, and thereby inforces our 
belief that it was minted in that country. Mr. Colebrook in- 
deed fays, “ he does not find any Robert duke of Norniandy[e]," 
which is truly mod amazing, after his calling Robert, eldeft fon 
of William I, Duke Robert [^], and afterwards remarking in 
the fame page from Selden that comes and dux are the fame. 
If he means there were no fovereigns of Normandy of the name 
of Robert , hiftory will inform us there were two before our 
duke; Rol/o who had the name given him at his baptiiin[j], 
and Robert father of the Conqueror. If he contends that duke 
is not the proper title of thofc fovereigns, I need only refer to 
the Norman broad (eals in Sandford, where Dux is the Rile of 
all of them except William I. who, the infeription being me- 
trical, happens to be called Normannorum Patronus, which is to 
be interpreted, Normannorum Dux. However I fhall add, that 
our beft authors generally reprefent Normandy as a dukedom ; 
hence Malmfbury writes, “ Robertus alter filius Richardi Se- 
“ cundi poftquam feptem aunis gloriofe Ducatum Normanniae 
“ tenuit,” &c. [r] and Matth. Paris, fpeakingof our Duke Robert, 
nephew of Odo bifhop of Baieux, “ Roberto nepote fuo in Du- 

[»] In Hit firft obfervation; again below, on the mifplacing of the letters. 

[.] P. 138. 

OJ P- >33- 

[f] Pere Daniel II. p. al». Horcden, p. 610. Dudo of Su Qu intin, p. 84. 
Gul. Gemet. p. zgt. 

[rj Gul. Malmeftmry, p. 95. 

“ catu 
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“ catu Normannsae confirmato [r].” He accordingly ftiles our 
Robert Dux, p. 18. 23. 29, &c.[/] In the fragment publifhed 
by Mr. Camden, Robert grandfather, and William father, of 
our duke, are exprelsly ftiled Duces, “ Herluinus quippe de Con- 
“ tavilla Herlettam Robert's Due is concubinam in conjugium ac- 

“ ceperat Gulielmus a '.item Dux et poftea Rex, &c.[w]” 

But I (hall trouble you. Sir, no further in fo plain a cafe. 

These reatonS alone, few as they are, may be thought fuf- 
ficient to obviate and Invalidate all Mr. Colebrook’s obje&ions 
to the claim of Duke Robert, to allure the coin to him preferably 
to the earl of Gloucefter, and even to make it probable that the 
piece was ftruck in Normandy: but it may be proper neverthe- 
lefs to call the reft of- his oblervations before us. 

To ju fifty his attachment to the earl of Gloucefter, and to 
evade the force of the argument which might be drawn from 
the title of Dux in the legend, Mr. Colebrook alledges from Mr. 
Selden, “ that the Saxon earl was fometimes termed Comes, and 
“ fometimes Dux:" But the carl of Gloucefter was neither a 
Danifb, nor a Saxon earl ; and Mr. Selden fays, “ Dux occurs 
“ but rarely for any of our earls (incc the Normans.” And 
whereas Robert earl of Gloucefter has this title given him by 
Heury Huntingdon, Hoveden, and Geoffry of Monmouth, lie 
comments upon it lb as to invalidate all their ufage of the term 
as improper, “ Neither find l the title of Dux or Conful in any 
“ legal record or injh ument for an Englifti earle, fince the coming 

[1] M. Paris, p. 14. 

[/] He is alfo filled Dux in his fon William’s epitaph. Sand ford, p. 17. 

[«] Camdcni Anglica, Norman. & c. p. 33. Sec alfo the Norman writers, GuT. 
GemeticenAs, Gul. Pidtavienfis, & Ordericus Vitalis; alfo Henry t. himfclf in 
Eadmcrus, p, 90. Dux was a term fo common in Normandy, that Richard, next 
brother to our Robert, was called at the time Burn Dux, duke of fiernay. Sand- 
ford, p. 8. 
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“ of t!ie Norman?: but always Comes, in tbofe kind of tef 'monies, 
“ interprets itw].” Indeed it Ihould be confidered as a lax ex- 
preflion in tbofe authors, not ufed in the (Iri&nefs of propriety, 
but given to the earl of Glouceftcr in his capacity of a great 
commander, as undoubtedly he was. Infomuch that Mr. Stldeu 
you (ee. Sir, is at lad entirely with us. 

It is obferved next, and a mod unfortunate obfervation it is, 
“ As to the letters being milphiccd on this and many other 
“ coins, there was nothing more common than for the minters 

“ of that time to millake one letter for another In this 

“ of Rndbcrius, had the d been put in its proper place, and the 
“ t left out, it would have been Roberdus Dux." This, Sir, 
does not iu the leaf! afleft the appropriation of the coin, (incc 
although there (hould be a nnrtake in the orthography of the 
name through the illiteracy or ignorance of the moncyer, yet 
the piece may as well be the property of the duke of Normandy 
as of the earl of Gloucelter, both being named Robert [*]. Again, 
though we ihould allow the minters to have been great blun- 
derers, as in t: uth they were, and as is plain from the coin in 
queflion, where tv is cut or flampt for dv, yeti (hall take upon 
me to fay, there is no orthographical error in this latinized name 
Rodbertus ; on the contrary, that Mr. Colebrook is here doubly 
millaken; firft, in fuppofmg D to be out of its place, as if the 
name was not often written anciently Rodbert , or, what is the 
lame, Rotberf, and then in fubilituting d in the lall lyllable, fo 
as to make it Robcrdus in dead of Robertus. This name is Gri- 
tty] Seldcn, Tit. of Hon. p. 635, fcq. edit. 1631. The great earl of Chefter, 
contemporary with the earl of Gluuceilcr, only ftjlcd himfclf Coma on his feat. 
Archaeologia, IV'. p. 120. 

(aj It is material alfo, in regard to Mr. Colebrook, that Robert of Cilouccfter, 
his principal evidence in the cafe, calls the dulse of Normandy Rthnl as well as 
the earl of Glouccftcr. 

ginally 
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giimlly of Norman or Freuch extraction [y], and firft came to 
England in the perfon of Robert bilhop of London, and after- 
wards archbilhop of Canterbury, in the reign of Edward the 
Confcflor. in regard to Mr. Colebrook's firft miftake, the name 
is perpetually written in the Saxon Chronicle, Rodbert, Rotberd, 
Rotbeard, Rcdbriht , and Rodbyrd ; and the name of our duke i9 
there confequently always given Rodbcard or Rotbert, &c. as 
agreeable to the etymology of it to be mentioned below. 1 af- 
fcrt then, that it was thus commouly written by a numerous 
band of our older authors, as may be feen "ui the margin [2]; but 
in procefs of time, and the volubility of pronunciation, was af- 
terwards fmoothed into Robert, the modern orthography, juft as 
Roger has been mollified from Rodgerus or Rotgerus [«]. I af- 
fume then, that n in our coin is not out of its place, though Mr. 
Colebrook infills upon it again in his two next paragraphs, as 
alfo p. 138, and that whenever it, or t, is omitted in that place, 
it is owing to men’s having corrupted the name in converfation, 
and at laft in writing, as has frequently happened both to words 
and names in our own and other languages. 

2dly, He fubftitutes d for t in the Taft fy liable. Now, I 
agree, that we meet with d in fome of the forms adduced above 

[jr] Job. Cjiui, p. 139. It occurs as early in France as A. D. 861. P. Da- 
niel II p. 72, anJ, as wc have obferved before, Kollo bad the name given him at 

his bapiifm. 

[2] Sir A. Fountaine, Tab. II. N’ 9. Dugd. Mon. III. p. *33. ? 6c. Whar- 
ton, Angl.Sacr. I. p. 336. Idem deEpif. Lond. p. 37. Tcatus RofF. p. 141, tc 
209-20, of my cranfeript. Sim. Dun. col. an. ct, ut puto, Temper. Job. Sa- 
rifljtrr. p. 747. Camden, col. 181. Silas Taylor, p. 185. aoo. Montfaucon, 
Mon. Franc, p. 17, and plate XXXIV. Malmefbury, p. 93 in marg. et p. ioj, 
ubi ReMntui in Textu, and RsJhtriiti in marg. Wilkins, Coned, L p. 318. 
321. 32a. Gul. Gemet. pailim.Gul. Pi&av. p. 107 feq. Ordericus V’ it am pafKm. 
Anonym, apud Du Chelae, p. 213. Chron, Mailros, p. 146. 161. e* alibi. 
Gale, Hon. dc Richmond, App. p. 6, 7. Liber Niger, p. 406. 413, Ac. 

[a J Camden's Remains, p. 86. 

B from 
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from the Saxon chronicle, on a coin of king John, minted at 
Dublin [£], in the hiftorica) verfificr Robert of Gloucefter [c], and 
fornc others [</]; but 1 dare to affirm, that our old monkifh 
writers in general, both Englifh and Norman, sit give it with 
T ; even Roger Hoveden [*], whom Mr. Colebrook erroncoufly 
vouches on his fide of the qaeflion; fo alio the Records, DomcG 
day Book, Liber Niger, and Textus Roflenfis. Rupert is tlie 
fame name as Robert [/], and is always written with t; and 
indeed etymology corref'ponds with this mode of orthography 
only, as likewife it does with Red in the firft fyllable. Hear 
Mr. Camden, “ Robert, Germ .jamout in counfell , for it is written 
mojl anciently fpleafe to obferve this] Rodbert, Rad, Red, Rod, 
do fignifie counfell [g] and fo bifhop Gibfon, “ fyllabae beojihr, 
bpihr, bephr, byphr, five initiates five terminates. . . . dedu- 
cuntur a Sax. bcopr, Goth. RXicr, HI. biartur, clarus , lucidus, 
Jylendidus , manifejtui [A].” So that it feems Rabertus is only an 
eafier modernization of the name, and R oberdus a meer vulga- 
rity. And, as little or no regard can be paid to the few ex- 

[6] Thorefby’s Mufeum, orNicholfon, Hilt. Library. 

[t J He, however, in one place has Robert. 

[d] Dugd. in Mon. III. p. a6o, Rytbirduf. Robert of Brunne, Heame, Pref. 
to Robert of Gloucefter, p. lx. Percy, Reliques of Anc. Poet. III. p. *4. 

[«] He calls the earl of Gloucefter Rohm 14 times at Ieaft,and never RtbtrJ. 

[/] Br. Twyne often calls prince Rupert, Robin; and fee Trithemius, p. 99. 
Heylin, Hift. of St. George, p, 351. John Catus calls Robert Gaguin, Ruptrt, 
p. 1 3Q. and bifbop Gtoflctcfte is fometimes named Ruptrt and Rubtrt. Herb 
Robert is Geranium Rupert in Littleton’s Difl. v. Soibcriana, p. S6. 

[j] Camden, Remains, p 86. and fee p. 59, 65. 

[6] Gibfon ad Chron. Sax. in Nom. Virorum. In the old library at Peter- 
borough, there were “ Verfus de deferiptione nominum diverforum, ut Robert, ct 
“ Richardi, ct aliorum,” Gunton, p. 216. perhaps the Diftich in Wharton, Angl. 
Sacr. IL p. 326, may be thence taken 

Robore vir fortis, fidci radicibus haerens. 

Sic bene Robcrtus nomincrcque valet. 
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ccptions, the vulgarifms, above-mentioned, one cannot but 
wonder that Mr. Coicbrook Ihould be lb tar milled by that futile 
late writer, Robert of Gloucelh r, as to fay, in oppofition to all 
this weight of evidence, which in a manner mull Rare him in 
the face, “ ‘The vfual way of f pelting at that time [temp. Steph.l 
“ was Roberdus and not Robert us, for lb Moveden and Robert of 
“ Gloucellcr fpell it.” ] fay milled by Robot of Gloucelter, for 
Iloveden’s authority, as was noted above, militates uniformly 
againft him. 

An argument is brought from the file or manner of the coin 
againft Duke Robert’s claim; for we are told that this ft)lc was 
not in ufe at the time he lived, but much later [/']; by which if 
he means the obverfe, the remark is juft, as to our Englilli 
fpccie, and fo the earl of Gloucefter’s right will be clearly ex- 
cluded; but then it operates not againft the duke, becaufe the 
type of a prince on horfeback might be, for aught we know to 
the contrary, the duke’s ufual reprefentation on the coins of 
Normandy. But the reverie was probably intended: for he ob- 
ferves, “ The reverfe of this coin, and that of Euftace ... are 
“ alike [£].’’ This, it muft be confeffed, is the beft and moft 
plaulible obfervation Mr. Colebrook has advanced in favour of 
the earl. I alledge, however, in anfwer, that the device in the 
area of the reverfe, was not peculiar to Euftace, as feerns to be 
infmuated, for it relcmbles more that on the 3d of William in 
the Society’s plate, a coin contemporary with our duke. But 
ftill it may be alked, do not the flowers, crefcents, &c. on the 
circle of this reverfe, very much refemble thofe ornaments on 
the 2d coin of prince Euftace? This coin not being accurately 
given in the Society’s plate, 1 have thought proper to exhibit a 
better type of it from your original. 

[i] Mr. Coicbrook, p. 1 35. 

[it] Idem. p. 138. 140. 
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I am fen fib le, Sir, that the explainer of the table (peaks of 
various devices in the circle of the prince’s coin, but it appears- 
to me to be caivs on bologna. This penny ofEuftacehas 
certainly much of the air and mode of a foreign production, as 
we have nothing like it in the Engliih feries; it is widely dif- 
ferent from his other penny coined in England, and may be 
either his as earl of Bologne, or his grandfather’s, Euftace earl 
of Bologne. But, to diflemble nothings there is a coin of Ste- 
phen, and another of Stephen and Henry [/], with reveries much 
like this under confideration, and fome notice ought to be 
taken of them, though Mr. Colebrook has palled them by. 
Thefc perhaps may be the work of fome Norman, or other exotic 
mailers, who either durft not put their names on the reveries, 
for fear of the penalty as not being authorifed; or chofe to 
imitate the manner of their own country in this refpeCt. 

When Robert earl of Gloucefter was at the head of Maud’s 
party in king Stephen’s time, Mr. Colebrook obferves, “ The 

{/] See the lift coin of Stephen in the Society’s plate, and that of Stephen and 
Henry. 

“ Ibvereign 


Digitized by Google 


Mr. Pegg e on the Penny with the Name a/"Rodbertus. 1 3 
“ fovereign power at this time lay as it were dormant, Stephen 
“ being in prifon; and Maud not crowned, could not properly 

“ exercife that aft of fovereignty, coinage And 1 never 

“ heard or read of any money coined by Maud." Thi-, Sir, 
does not fo much concern the appropriation of our coin, as the 
general ftate of the coinage at that time ; indeed we have gone 
over the whole ground of Mr. Colebrook’s obfervations refpeft- 
ing the penny in queftion, but I find him lb vifionary and ex- 
centric in leveral other refpefts, as to hold it materially neceflary 
to accompany him throughout the reft of his memoir. But 
before we proceed upon that bulinefs, give me leave, Sir, to re- 
prefent, that the legend rodbertesestv on the obverfe of 
your coin as engraved at the head of this memoir, varies con- 
liderably from Mr. Colebrook’s type. I confefsmyfelf abfolutely 
unable to decypher the letters esestv which follow the pfince’s 
name, and therefore can only fay, that till they are fatisfaftorily 
interpreted, they determine nothing in regard to the controverfy 
between Mr. Colebrook and me. 

To return then to the paflage above quoted, it is extremely 
weak and inadvertent to talk of fuch fcruples, as not being 
crowned, in thofe irregular and diftrafted times, when it is con- 
fefled, that the prelates and nobles almofl all made money [«]. 
Why, in fuch circumftances, muft Maud, the emprefs, be ex- 
cluded? Fitnefs and propriety here feem to be entirely out of the 
queftion. But he never heard or read of any money coined by 
Mavd. 1 grant we have none of her fpecie at prefent, but time 
may hereafter bring fome to light, as has happened in many 
like cafes, which I need not mention to you, Sir. The emprefs, 
howeter, I am fully perfuaded, had (he an inclination to coin, 
would not have defifted out of delicacy or tendernefs ; that was 

[as] Mr. Colebrook acknowledges this. The prelates, carls, and barons, fays 
“ he, took upon them to coin their own money according to Hoveden,” p. 137. 
See him again, p. 139. 
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n t her temper. Certainly, as her foil, who only claimed under 
her, coined money before he was crowned [«], the emprefs hcr- 
felf had no reafon to be fo nice and fliy about it. Mr. Cole- 
brook, I oblerve, talks elfewhcrcof Henry II, forbearing to put 
the crown on his money, for want of the regal unit ion and 
coronation [0]; but how frivolous is this, when, in the legend 
of that penny, he actually ftiles himfelf Henricus Rex ; and 
our kings often wore other ornaments on their heads befides 
crowns, as helmets, &c.: One need only tofuppofe that the king 
intended to reprefent himfelf as a young man, as in faff he was. 
This piece then, in my opinion, was not made A. 1152 on Hen- 
ry’s full landing here, nor after the treaty with Stephen A. 1 1 53, 
for he would not have called himfelf king at either of thofe 
times, but fome years after, when he was really king, and di- 
rected a new coinage. The whole of the bufinefs is, our princes 
in thefe times were generally fo loon crowned after their ac- 
ceffion, that no money could be (truck before the ceremony of 
the coronation had palfcd; but otherwife, the coronation did not 
conftitute the king, as Mr. Colebrook feems to fuggeft, nor 
enable the fovereign one jot the more to coin money. In one 
word, the crown was not eftential even to the regal coins. 

Mr. Colebrook writes, “ There were at this time [temp. 
« Steph.] two armies in the kingdom, one headed by Robert 
“ earl of Gloucefter, the other by Euftacc, both of which 
“ muft be paid; and the currency of money at that time 
“ was fo fmall, that the prelates, earls, and barons, took upon 
<» them to coin their own money, according to Hoveden. 
“ This will rationally account for this coin having been ftruck 
*« by Roberd earl of Gloucefter.” This pafi'age ought* to be 

[„] Mr. Colebrook, p. 139. 

[«] Idem, p. 139. 
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received with great caution. He obferves, fir ft, there were two 
armies to be paid. 2dly, He intimates the fmallnefs of the 
currency, meaning, I prefume, of the king’s own legitimate 
money, ^dly, That this was the caufe why the prelates and 
nobles took upon them to coin their own money. And laftly, 
that this accounts for earl Robert’s having ftruck this contro- 
verted penny. But as none of thefe particulars are free from.juft 
exception, I (hall briefly examine them in their order. 

First, Mr. Colebrook appears to have a wrong notion of the 
nature of our armies at this time. For though there were often 
fome mercenaries in them, and Stephen in particular had a cou- 
fidcrablc number of foreigners, chiefly Flemings f^J, yet' the 
great men in the feudal lyftem, who ferved on either party, 
brought their refpeflivc valfals with them into the field, at lead 
for a certain time [y], and under certain reftriclions, and thefe 
compofed, in conjunction with the king’s own dependants, the 
main body of the army in all civil commotions. Maud feems to 
have had very few ftipendiaries in her party [r]. That great 
concourfe of London citizens muftered by king Stephen [t], all 
went to the war, I apprehend again, without pay. The militia 
were at other times maintained by the country [/]; one has 
reafon to believe that in the battle of the Jiandard, Stephen did 

[f] Rapin, p. aoi. 203. aoj. Decern Script col. 1377. but they were ill paid; 
Rapio, p. 205, fays, Stephen’s army entirely confided of foreign foldiers, but 
there were many great lord* with him at Lincoln, 
f q] Dr. Brady, Hid. of Engl. p. 68, feq. 

[r] Rapin, p. 205. 

[i] Fitz-Stephen, p. 28. As the numbers there are not only immenfe, but in* 
confident with Peter de Blois’ account, lord Lyttelton fuggeds in his cerreilitits, 
that there may be an error in Peter of quodraginta for quadringenta. The num- 
bers were slmofi incredible, but many appeared that were not citizens. Rapin, p* 
206, and this in my opinion accounts for them.. 

[rj Rapin, p. 186 in not. 
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not pay a fingle man [«]. It is plain then, that under this con- 
flitution, no valt fums would be required, not near fo much 
money however as Mr. Cclebrook might think, for the main- 
tenance even of two armies, which at this time, as was not un- 
common in domeflic broils, fubfifted for the mofl part in ravag- 
ing the eftates and countries of their opponents [it]. And there- 
fore the king may eafily be fuppofed to have fpecic fufficient for 
all his neceflary difburlements, as the emprefs had for hers. 

2 dly, 1 know not why he fuggefts the king’s currency to 
have been fmall, as “ in king Stephen’s time, according to the 
“ learned author of the annotations on Rapin, there feems to 
“ have been a great deal of money coined ’tis true not much 
of Stephen’s money has come down to us, and what we have is 
but mean in its kind, but ftill the hiftorians do not particularly 
defcant on his poverty, or the want of his fpecie, except at one 
particular conjunfture [*•]; and therefore the fcanty appearance 
of it at this day may be relolved into other very different caufes, 
viz. the badnefs and clumfinefs of it [y], and the various regu- 
lations of the coin in the next reign, which together might oc- 
cafion a confiderable part of Stephen’s money to be recoined. 

^dly, It may be doubted alfo, whether the fcarcity of Stephen’s 
legal fpecic was the caufe of the prelates and nobles afluraing to 
themfelves the privilege of coining. This might be rather 
owing to the diftraflions and liceutioulnefs of the times, when, 
as profit and advantage were to be gained by ere fling mints, 
and the king was fo embarralled as not to be able to controul 

[«] Rapin, p. 20 J. 

[la] 13cm. p. ac 8 . 

I z] Idem. p. ao8. 

[f] Stephen at one time is faid to have made his own money lighter. Malmfburjr, 
p. 185 . 
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fuch incroachmcnts and ufurpatiens, or perhaps was glad to over- 
look them in order to make the delinquents his friends [s], thcle 
. invaders of the prerogative, meaning thofe who were really in- 
vaders, and had not a proper authority by grant, as I prefume 
lome might havcjjj], took advantage of the iituation of affairs, 
and ventured to coin money [£]. 

The laft fuggeffion, that this accounts for earl Robert’s having 
ftruck the penny in queftion, would indeed be much to Mr. 
Colebrook's purpofe, if one had any ground for thinking, that 
he, amongft the other ufurpers, let up a mint. But this, I 
doubt, is equally precarious with the former particulars. Fit ft. 
The exerciling and working of mints, without licence, was an 
ufurpation, as all muft acknowledge, and earl Robert would be 
little difpofed to countenance it by his own pradVice, as in the 
event it would prove prejudicial to the prerogative of his filter. 
2dly, He had no occaiion to begin and eftablilh a mint himfelf, 
as he adled under his lifter Maud, whofe bufinefs it was to fup- 
ply him with whatever fums were wanting for her fervice. 
qdly, One cannot cafily imagine where he could have a mint in 
England, as all his eftates there were confifcated, except tu'o 
caftlcs [c\ Therefore, though one cannot pretend abfolutely to 
deny that the earl of Gloucefter coined money in this turbulent 
reign, when fo many others, and even his inferiors, did, yet one 
would wifti to fee fome evidence of it, fome better proof than 
this very dubious and controverted penny. 

Mr. Colebrook thinks, “ It is not unreafonable to fuppofe, 
“ that the mincers made a part of the king’s equipage when he 

[z] Rapin, p. 205. 

fa] Aflcmblage of coini of the archbifhops of Canttrb, p. 85. Quo warranto 
3 Edw. Ill, Tbc grant to Rob. de Cayfncto is extant in the Archives at Lincoln. 

[ij Rapin, p. 205. 

[<•] Ibid, p. 203. 


c 


« travelled. 


1 8 Mr. Pegge on the Penny with the Name o/'Rodbertus. 

“ travelled, for there was not money enough in the kingdom 
“ to make fo many mints necefiary as we find in our early 
“ coins.” He advances again, p. 140, “ There certainly being • 
“ no fixed place for a mint at that time,” 16 Henry 11 . And 
once more, below in that page, that, during the troublefome 
times of Richard II, Henry IV, Henry VI, and Edward IV, 

“ there could be no fixed place of mintage, but they carried their 
“ puncheons from one place to another.” This, Sir, reaches 
out to us what I conceive to be a moll falfe idea of the matter, 
and indeed is pregnant with miftakes; it is not only gratis didium, 
but ablolutely repugnant to the fhort memorials we have of our 
more ancient mints, and even to the prefent appearances on the 
coins themfelves. 

Kino Athclllan, in his regulation A. 928, appoints the cities 
and towns where mints fhould be eftablifhed, determines the 
number of offices to be opened at each place, and prohibits the 
coining money buran popre, that is, extra portam y or extra oppi - 
dum [d J. However, there were many other mints then, or foon 
after erefted, which are not noticed in the regulation [e]. It 
appears from Domefday Book, that dyes were lent from Lon- 
don for the ufe of the inferior offices at a diftance, and a duty 
paid for them [J~\. Mr. Camden informs us, that king Hen- 
ry II, granted liberty of coining in certain cities and abbeys [g-]. 
Robert of Brunne makes the name of the place eflential to the 
king’s legal fpecie in Edward the Firft’s time. 

The Kynge’s fide (alle be the Hcdc and his name writen. 

The Croyce fide what Chi it was coyncd and fmyten[£]. 

[J] Aflcinbbgc of Coins of Archbifliopt of Cant. p. 51, frq. 

[<J Ibidem, p, 56. . , . 

[/] Ibidem, p. 88. 

[/] Ibidem, p 91. or Mr. Leake, p. J3. 

[A] Hcxrr.e’i Prcf. to Robert of Gloucester, p, lxiii. or Stowe, Cbron. p. 201. 
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Mr. Colebrook, by the way, aflerts in direct oppofition to this 
defcription of our old obverfes, that the minters “ filled up the 
“ vacancy in the circle round the head with devices of their 
“ own, their bufinefs being to put a circle of fome fort round the 
“ head [/']." This, Sir, is not only obtruded upon us without 
any voucher, but is totally irreconcilcable with our fpccimens 
in the Society’s firfl: and fecond table: but to return, I (hall not 
be fo refra&ory as to deny, that fovereigns, when on diftant ex- 
peditions, might have a minter in their retinue, or more than 
one; or, that in extreme exigence, as in the cafe of king 
Charles I, in his diflrefles, fuch a thing might be; but then this 
is not inconfiflcnt with our mints being fettled, in a common 
way, in cities and towns; wherefore to contend generally, as 
Mr. Colebrook does, that the minters always attended the kings 
when they travelled only from place to place, and that there 
were no permanent offices in cities and towns, when we know 
they had both exchanges and courts there belonging to them [^J, 
is mod outragious, and contrary to all our received notions con- 
cerning the ftate and condition of our more early coinage. Can 
any one ferioufly imagine, that our kings were prefent at all 
ihofe places where their money was coined? This could not be 
poffible, even in the reign of Henry II, fo peaceable in regard to 
his civil adminiftration ; and we have lefs ground for fuppoling 
it during the contefts between Richard II, and Henry IV, or 
thofe between Henry VI, and Edward IV, for the mints being 
numerous, and carried on in various places, fome of the places 
would naturally be on one fide, and fome on the other [/], by 
which means all the parties might enjoy a competent fupply of 
currency. 

[1*] Mr. Colebrook, p. 133. 

[■$] Somncr, Antiq. of Cant. p. 64. 

[/] Thii we are told was the cafe in king Stephen’s time. Rapin, p. ac 5 * 
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To go next on the coins: The names of a great number of 
places appear on them, from the reign of Athelftan, to go no 
higher, to that of Edward the Confeflor, both iuclufive; but to 
cut the matter fhort, I (hall only obferve, that, from my re- 
l’pe&able friend Mr. Gough’s copious catalogue of the coins of 
Canute, it appears, this prince had money coined at no lefs than 
twenty different cities and towns, and had many mailers at levcral 
of them. The cafe was much the fame after the Norman Con- 
queft, a conftderable lift of places appearing on the fpecie of the 
two Williams [»], and on that of Henry 111 ; and we have no 
reafon to think matters were at all altered, as to this point, in 
he interm ediate reigns, as the bulinefs of the Miles Argentarius, 
temp. Henry II, was “ examinare pccunias regi folutas, prop- 
“ terea quod in multis locis et diverfe admodum cudebantur [»].” 
But Mr. Colebrook himfclf acknowledges the abundance of 
mints exifting in thefe times; for he remarks, “ There was not 
“ money enough in the kingdom to make fo many mints ne- 
“ ceflary as we find in our early coins;” no more therefore need 
be faid as to this point. But then as to his pofition, that there 
was not money in the kingdom to make fo many mints necejfary , it 
is certainly very unwary, not to fay too bold, fmee the mints 
which appear on the coins, numerous as they were, were all 
wrought, as is evident from ocular demouftration, notwithftand- 
ing his confident aftertion. I do not pretend to know what 
quantity of fpecie there might be in the kingdom in thofe times, 
perhaps, at a random guefs, 200,000 f. or upwards [«]: more- 
over, 

[m] At a random guefs more than 30. 

[»] Nichotfjn, Hift. Libr. p. 233. 

(*] Richard 1 , in whofe time money did not probably abound more than in the pre- 
ceding reigns, covenanted to pay 130,000 marks for his ranfom, which can fcarcely 
be thought one half of the running calh of the nation j and 300,000 marks is equal 
so 200,000 £. The Conqueror left 60,000 £. in money, bcfidcs plate and jewels 
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over, it Ihould be confidered in the cafe, that as no larger piece* 
than pennies were id'ued from the mints, and the rude workmen 
of thole ages, as we mull fuppofe, were not remarkable for their 
difpatch; the fum of 200,000^. would neceflarily employ a 
large number of hands to coin it, and afterwards to keep up a 
proper fupply. The conclufion is, that there was at this time 
a great deal of coined money in the nation, more probably than 
Mr. Colebrook was aware of, and what would require all the 
offices to be kept at work. 

Mr. Colebrook informs us, he had “ feen a coin ofEdward IV, 
“ with a b on the bread for Biidol, and the reverfe hath been 
“ ci vitas London [/>]," and this he thinks an argument, that, 
in the difputes between the houfes of York and Lancadcr, 
“ there could be no fixed place for mintage, but they carried 
“ their puncheons or hammers from one place to another.” I 
do not in the lead impeach Mr. Cdebrook’s tedimony [7]; at 
the fame time I am perfuaded that the number of our mint* 
vvere at this period greatly diminilhed. But what docs this lin- 
gular phaenomenon amount to? It feems only to prove, that, 
in fome urgent ncceflity, a mint-mader of London, borrowed 
and applied an obverfe of Biidol, or, vice verja, that a madcr of 

of much greater value, in his treafury. Rufus did not want money for all nreeflary 
and even great purpofes. A. 1105, Henry I, carried plenty of gold and diver 
with him to Notmandy. Sim. Dun. col. 219. Brompton, col. 998. Stephen 
laid hold of Henry the Firft's treafure, (Diceto, col. 50$,) ico,ooo marks or 
pounds, befidcs piste and jewels; (Rapin, p. 201.) 2nd Henry II. gave at once, lor 
the relief of Jcrufalcm, 42,000 marks of fitvcr, and 500 of gold. Walfingham, 
p. 451. So that thefe five fovercigns, though often didrelTcd, and often oppreflor* 
of their fubjefts, had a great deal of money paffing through tlieir hands. 

[p ] Mr. Colebrook, p. 140. 

[y] I fliall rather confirm it by obferving, that you, Sir, have a coin of Edward 
IV, (truck at- Coventry, with n upon the bread, and another of the Confrlfor 
coined at Leiccder, with the York annulet on the reverfe. 
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Briftol ufed a London rcverfe. The coin was clearly ftruck at 
one of thofe places, and nothing can poffibly be collected from 
it in proof of his ambulatory puncheons or hammers; on the 
contrary, it decides again!! them. 

He fuggefts further, in fupportof the credibility of the move- 
able puncheons, “ The device of this [earl Robert’s penny], and 
“ that of Euftacc, might equally fuit any place they wanted to 
“ coiu money at.” 1 lhall add to thefe the laft coin of Stephen 
in the Society’s table, where the circle on the reverfe affords 
neither name of place or minter, but is decorated much in the 
fame manner as thole fpecified by Mr. Colebrook, with various 
devices. This, Sir, is the only regal coin we have of this pecu- 
liar form. But what can one infer from a lingle inftancc in 
behalf of general cudom and practice? May not it be reafonably 
alkcd, if this was fuch a commodious circumltance, why did not 
the other fovereigns make ufe of it? why did they not always 
do it, particularly Stephen, of whofc coins there is only one of 
this type? Certainly, Sir, when thefe things are duly conlidcred, 
one lias reafon to conclude this penny of Stephen to be more a 
fmgularity than the product of any eftablilhed and common 
tifage, for gentlemen to colleft the exiftence of fuch cuftom 
lolcly from it [r]. Nor can a mode be inferred from the fimilar 
reveries of the pennies of Robert and Euftace, concerning which 
we have adventured to offer a conjecture before [j], for the cut 
tom undoubtedly was, and I can almoR pronounce univerfally, 
both in the Saxon and the Poft-Normannic times, for the mint- 
mailers to put their own names and the place of coinage in the 
circle, or the area, of reveries; and valid and fubllantial reafons 
there were for it, r v/s. that they were refponfible for the weight 

[r] Might it not be the work of fome ufurper who durft not put hi» name? 

[i] See above, p. 4C0. 
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and purity of the fpecie [/], and that under the fevered arid mod 
horrible penalties [«]. So far were the ancient kings from car- 
rying dyes with them adaptable to every place, as Mr. Cole- 
brook inlinuatcs, that the practice of exprefling the place of 
coinage on reveries prevailed long alter the times here fpoktn 
of, as is teftitied botli by Robert de Brunnc, whofe lines are pro- 
duced above, and by the coins themfelvcs: it fublided even after 
indentures began to be made. 

Mr. Colebrook, at the dofe of his paper, has thought proper 
to fay fomething on the coins of Henry II, in general; that in 
his 2d year he made a new coinage, and cites Hoveden for it, 
adding, “ Again, in the 26th year of his reign, he [Hoveden] 
“ fays, Ilenricus rex pater novam fecit monetam in Anglia, et 
“ monctarios redemit propter corruptionem veteris monetae [w]. 
“ Monetarios redemit, I tranflatc hired n,*w minters, becaufe the 
“ old ones had debated the coin[*]j” but he is as unfortunate 
in his interpretation of this pafiage as in his furmite about the 
ambulatory mints, for the word redimo in the monkifh writers 
does not fignify to hire, but to punijh by fine, though the glort'aries 
do not notice it in this fenfe. Hoveden, who mull be the bed 
expofitorof himfelf, fays, fpeaking of the accefiion of Richard I, 
and his dealings with Stephen de Turonis, that lie put him in 
prifon, and even in irons, demanding of him the cadles and his 
father’s treafure, which the faid Stephen had in keeping, and 
then adds, “ quibus traditis, comes Richardus redemit cum ufque 
“ ad noviflium quadrantem [y] fo that he not only imprifoned 

[r) Aflemblage of Mctrop. Coins, p. 14. 68. 

[»] Ibid. p. 73, feq. See alfo Gal. Gcmct. p. 303. AlurcJ Beverl. p. 147. 
130. and next paragraph here. 

for] Hoveden, p. 597. 

[.<■] Ibidem, p. 654. 

[7] Ibidem, p. 746. 
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Stephen, but fined him feverely, for nothing die but fining can 
be meant here. Where he relates again, king Richard’s pro- 
ceedings in Anjou, the words are “ et redemit omnes badlivos 
fuos, id eft, ad redemptionem cocgit [z],” a paflage mod 
decifive. However, I (hall produce another authority for this 
ienfe of the word, M. Paris, who has actually joined the two 
words reJimere and punire together in the following fentence: 
“ Cives Londincnfes, qui graviter de quibufdam enormitatibus 
“ coram rege accufabautur, redempli et multiformitcr puniti , vix 
“ reconciliantur [ii].” It appears then, that monctarios redemit 
above is the fame as ad redemptionem coegit[b'\, and. that by rno- 
netarios new mint- matters are not intended, but the old ones, 
who, being delinquents, were fined for their mifdemeanours. 
And this is all'o conformable to the truth of hiftory, the old 
miuters being aftually punilhed by fining at this time, Rad. de 
Diceto teftifying, that the foreigner Phil, de Agmari fine nota 
miniate repatriavit [<■], and Gcrvale Dorob. telling us, that others 
were moft giievoufly harrafi’ed and fined; “ mclxxx Pcrfecutio 
“ graviflima fatta ett in Prape-zetas Angliae qui monctam nimia 
“ corruperant falfitate ; qui practer alias vexationes varias com- 
“ pedibus colligati, duo et duo fimul in careftis ad curiam regis 
“ ducebantur [</];" where in the exprettion aliae vexationes va- 
riae, fining feems neceffarily to be included. But now, on the 
other hand, we hear nothing of any new matters taken into the 
king’s fervice at this junfture, but Agmari, who was one of the [*] 

[*] M. Paris, p. 963. 

[a] And fo Mr. Stowe underftood it, p. 136. So Mr. Martin-Leake, p. 53, 
and others. 

[4] So Stowe again. 

[r] Rad. de Diceto, col. 61 1. 

[rfj Gervas. Dorob. col. 1457. 
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offenders, and was fligmatized accordingly. If then redimere 
does not denote hiring in Hoveden’s paflage, all that follows in 
Mr. Colebrook about indentures is fuperfluous, and nothing to 
rite purpofe. 

Before I difraifs this regulation, 26 Henry II, give me leave,. 
Sir, to prefent you with another fmall matter of criticiftn con- 
cerning it. Stephen Martin-Leake, efq; in his ufeful book on 
our Englifh money, obferves, that Henry in that year, “ altered 
“ the coin which was corrupted by counterfeiters, by the tra- 
“ porites or ufurers, who were grievoufly punilhed [e].’’ Stowe 
gives the fame word and the fame interpretation and pro- 
bably Mr. Martin-Leake took it from him. But now. Sir, there 
is no fuch word, as far as I can find, as tr apatites, nor does the 
word, whatever it may be, fignify ufurers , but coiners • It ought 
to be amended trapezilcs, or rather trapezitae, for Gcrvafius, col.. 
1457, ul'es that very word on the occalion ; fo that we only need 
to fuppofe Stowe to have mifread 0 for e, and r for z, mi flakes 
ealy enough to be committed. 7 rapezitae here, in the next 
place, denotes coiners, as is evident from Hoveden’s paflage 
above, where they are called monelarij, as they arc likewife ini 
Alured of Beverley [jr], The genuine original fcnle of the 
word was doubtlefs changers of money, but as mints and ex- 
changes' were correlative [A], it came thence to be uled fome- 
times for minters, as Du Frclhe will (hew [/]. Bcfidcs, the an- 
nals of Waverley term the pennies reprobated at this time bafe- 
leres, bafe pieces, much below the ffandard [£], which cannot 

[f] Mr. Leake, p. 53. 
f /1 Stowe, p. 155. 

[g] Alured. Bcvcrl. p. 150. 

[A] Somner, Antic], Canterb. p. 64. 

[ij Du Frefne, in voce. See alfo Gul. Gemetic, p. 303. 

[i] Anna). Wavcrl. p. 161. 
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apply to exchangers , who could only clip and diminilh and not 
adulterate it as the minters could, and were but too apt to do. 

I am not without my fears. Sir, left this velitation has proved 
too prolemical to afford you fo much' entertainment as I could 
with. The apology muft be, that it was not poflible to lay open 
the many- novel and erroneous conceptions Mr. Cotcbrook- has 
imbibed and vended, with temper, moderation, and impartiality, 
objeds which I truft have conftantly been kept in view, without 
producing his own words on every occafion, and fifting them 
critically and minutely. Permit me again to allcdge, that 
whatever may befall the merits of the firft queftion, whether 
the coin belongs to the duke or the earl, the enquiry has never- 
thelefs furnilhed an opportunity of rectifying the crude and 
miftaken notions advanced by Mr. Colebrook concerning fome 
other very material points relative to our Englifh coinage. One 
thing I much applaud in Mr. Colebrook’s paper, which is the 
account there given of the method they formerly took in making 
their dyes. This indeed is curious, and for any thing I, who 
am fo little acquainted with the mechanical part of coining; 
can tell, may be agreeable to truth, and we are confequently 
obliged to him for it. 

I am, Sir, 

Your moft obedient humble tervant, 

SAM. PEGGE.. 

Whittington, Dec, 18, 1777. 
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